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C,ai»5has been a.enaed.0 recite the sing.,. fo™>of^^^^^ 
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Discussion of, he Nons,a,u,ory Obviousness-Type Double Patenting Rejection 

Ciaiis ^12and 19-2, have bee„rejec.d.nd.*e»^~^^ 

nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting over claim 12 of U.S. Patent No. 5 998,382 
(tHe.382patent). With regard to the obviousness-t,^ double paten^g.^^^^^^^^ 
Office's attention is drawn to the enclosed Terminal Disclaimer Under 37 C.F.R § 1.321(b). 
wSilbased on the .82 patent. The enclosedTermina. Disclaimer isbehevedto render 

moot the obviousness-type double patenting rejectioa 



The application is considered to be in good andproper form for aUowance, a^^ 
Examiner is rspectfully requested to pass this application to issue. If, m the optmo.^ of the 
ExIL, a telephone conference would expedite the prosecution of the subject apphcauon, 
the Examiner is invited to call the undersigned attorney. 

Resgef tfuUy sul pitted. 



darol Lar(pher,/leg. ^"^-J^^W^ 
1BY0IGAVC«T & MAYER, LTD. 
TWPrudenUal Plaza, Suite 4900 
180 North Stetson 
Chicago, Illinois 60601-6780 
(312) 616-5600 (telephone) 
(312) 616-5700 (facsimile) 



Date: March 6, 2003 
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